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Any cause, religious or political, which will not bear the test 
of free, full, rigid investigation, is unworthy the countenance or 
support of independent minds. Truth never shuns the light. It 
asks no shield. It needs no panoply. It courts inquiry, and. re- 
turns a ready answer to every honest question. Like virtue and 
beauty it appears loveliest and most attractive when disrobed of all 
the pomp and circumstance which pride and interest have. thrown 
around it. Like Him who came to advocate it amongst men, it 
wants no carnal sword of power, no priestly robes of adornment, 
to give it vitality and force in the execution of its mission. Its law is 
liberty. It gives freedom to all who embrace it. It demands no 
passport, other than an honest heart, to gain citizenship in its do- 
minion. It consents tono decision of numerical strength. It brings 
a witness to every soul that loves it, and enthrones itself in a willing 
mind. It spurns human authority, shuns the proud and great, and 
dwells with the lowly. It calls fishermen from their nets, and pub- 
licans from the receipt of custom, and sends them ,forth to dispute 
with doctors, overturn thrones and systems, and teach all men the 
way of salvation. Sublime would have been its career and. uni- 
versal its triumph had not the corruptions of pride, and power, and 
wealth, been mingled with its teachings! Alas! forthe day when 


é 
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mortals sat in judgment on the truth of God—when Kings and 
Priests presumed to touch with polluted hands the sovereignty of 
Heaven, and harness the consciences of men to creeds and forms, 
and lead them under the pack-saddle of a most disgraceful self- 
abnegation. 

Christianity is compatible with the largest liberty. Its spirit is 
eminently democratic. It is based on the Sovereignty of God and 
the Individuality of man. It acknowledges no distinction, admits 
no excuse in justification of wrong, but requires obedience of all. 
It has the same doctrine, the same duties, the same spirit, the 
same hopes and blessings for all men. Kings on their thrones, 
and Priests at the altar cannot escape its judgments; and beggars 
in the streets, and captives in prisons have its promises. None are 
absolved from its commands. No throne so high, no priest so holy, 
as to escape its denunciations of wrong. No estate so low, no 
soul so degraded, as to be beyond the reach ofits mercy. Ithas 
a help for the “chief of sinners,” .a blessing for all who obey it. 
As many as embrace it,—love it,—live it,—are made “ kings and 
priests unto God.” 

Christianity has positive duties for those who accept it. Among 
others, it requires its advocates to “ contend earnestly for the faith 
once delivered to the saints,”—* to be instant in season and out of 
season ; to reprove, rebuke, and exhort, with all long-suffering and 
doctrine,”—* to stand fast in the liberty wherewith Christ has made 
them free and be not entangled in the yoke of bondage.” 

In obedience to such behest of our holy religion, and, in accord- 
ance with the spirit and genius of our Free Institutions under 
which we live so happily, I appear before you, this evening, an 
advocate of obedience to God, and of the Universal and Inalien- 
able Rights of man. JI am here as a Christian and a Republican, 
to defend doctrines which I believe to be true,—to be of God, and 
of vital importance to the peace, honor, and happiness of our 
country and of the world. Iam here to warn you ofa danger 
which threatens, not only the subversion of the free institutions 
of our Republic, but to send back the sun of truth, freedom and 
civilization, many degrees on the dial-plate of human progress. 
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Iam here to review a “ CuapterR in the History of the United 
States” which gleans a few faint rays and weaves them into a 
beam of light by which to bedazzle the eyes. of unsuspecting 
honesty,.that the flood of darkness may not be perceived, till it is 
let in with an overflowing force, and has swept the last monu- 
ment of religious liberty from the land, and wasted the elery of 
our republican institutions ! 

Lam here with no lofty titles to command your consideration ; 
with no unction of “regular succession” to excite a feeling of 
reverence ; with no public character to bespeak your applause. 
I am not a High Priest; nor even a Scribe or a Pharisee to dic- 
tate forms, and enforce traditions. But, I trust, 1 am a Chris- 
tian: I know I am a Republican ; and, if I know my own heart, 
Iam honest in my attachment to the rights, and privileges, and 
immunities of my fellow-man. To be sure, I did once shake 
hands with the Pope, and he gave me his blessing; and, at the 
request of the Jesuit father through whom I was introduced, he 
sent “a blessing by me to his clergy of New York.” I will give 
it to them to-night.* 

My claim to your attention and confidence is that of a plains 
frank, honest outspoken man. I depend upon the cause I plead— 
I am glad the cause does not depend on me. 

I am not here to meddle with things too high for me; for ifa 
cat may look at a king, surely a Republican may answer a Priest. 
I am not here for controversy ; neither am I here from a love ofa 
sect or a. party, to oppose any form of religion or system of faith. 
I emphatically disclaim all hostility to any man or class of men, 
on sectarian.or party grounds. The world is my country, and 
all men, Catholics and Protestants, Jews and Gentiles, Barbari- 
an, Sythian, bond and free, all are my brethren. But One is our 
Master, even Christ. Him should we obey in all things, and de- 
fend his truth against all assaults of ambitious and misguided men. 


* On visiting the Pope, the Priest asked me if I “ had anything J wished His Holiness 
to bless,’ I answered I had not. “'Then,” said he, “I will ask him to send his blessing 
by you to our clergy of New York.” I assented, though I hardly comprehended the 
meaning of the trust. The reason of this confidence I learned afterwards. I had a letter 
to the “ Father” with the title of “ Rev.” and he took’me to be one of their clergy. 
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But this concession so large, so liberal, does not preclude the 
right and duty of defending truth and opposing error, of seeking 
the establishment of one and the overthrow of the other. It sim- 
ply bars the right of interposing authority to dictate or destroy 
forms of faith and modes of actions, because of certain privileges 
of position never designed to convey any such power. There- 
fore, in what I have to say, I shall use the freedom of an equal,— 
appealing, not to your prejudices, but to your reason—to your 
judgment—to you as men, as Christians, as Republicans, to de- 
cide for yourselves upon what I say—to approve or condemn 
with the most perfect freedom. 

I shall not confine myself to a single ‘‘ Chapter in the History of 
the United States,” but shall inquire how far that chapter corres- 
ponds with the rest of the volume ; for it was manifestly the design 
of the writer to make it appear—or, rather, to make this whole com- 
munity believe that the entire volume of Catholicism is, in fact and in 
spirit, favorable, or certainly not opposed, to Republicanism. Else, 
why this chapter a¢ this time? Why the assertion that thisis “To 
any man, possessed of an ordinary amount of true information, “ no 
more a Protestant than a Catholic country 2?” Why the declaration that 
*«- What Catholics are in this country, they are not by the favor of 
spontaneous benevolence, but by positive right, whether natural and 
original, or legal and acquired.” Why proclaim that ‘“‘ They have 
shared in your sufferings, taken part in your labors, contributed to 
the common glory and prosperity of your country and theirs ; and 
neither the first page, nor the last page, nor the middle page of 
your history would have been where and what it 1s without them 2?” 
Why assert that they were “‘ numerous enough to leave their mark 
both on the battle-field of freedom and on the Declaration of In- 
_dependence”—and that “ Catholics have been at all times suffi- 
ciently numerous to take part with their Protestant fellow-citizens 
in whatever was deemed essential to the interest and honor of the 
country ?” Why, also, the stifled murmur that “as a general 
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rule they are seldom represented by members of their own: creed in | 


the halls of legislation, or in the high places of public office 2” | 
Why, in short, the whole or any part of this “‘ Chapter” of thirty-/ 
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eight pages, if it is not to divert attention, and allay suspicions, in 
order to assume a still more commanding position and pave the 
way to more prominent influence in the affairs of this country ? 

I leave it with any reader of that ‘ Chapter” to say whether I 
misinterpet its language or mistake, its spirit and design! 

Has any one, any writer of distinction, any statesman, any 
legislature, taken a stand against the rights of Catholics in this 
country to excite their suspicions and call forth this semi-official 
and studied explanation and defence of the liberal and republican 
tendencies of Catholicism? Who has needed another of these 
annual expositions of the internal principles and policies of a par- 
ticular church in its political preferences and tendencies in the 
affairs of the kingdoms of this world 2. Have Protestants demanded 
it? Have they found it necessary to say to the world that they 
have a right here, that they are friends of Republicanism? Why 
do they not doso? Because everybody knows full well what is 
the direction—what the tendencies of their principles. The past 
is their voucher. History, in not a single chapter, but in every 
chapter and verse, speaks for them a language which needs no 
commentator. If it has occasionally erred from its course and fol- 
lowed, in a few cases, the examples of the church it left behind, 
it was only an exception to its general spirit and character—a 
broad denial of its own principles. Who ever doubted the fitness 
of Protestantism to flourish in the soil of freedom? Those only 
who retained the tincture of Romanism. Who ever asked for it 
an inquisition, an auto-de-fe and a censorship of the press ?-~a sti- 
fling of free speech ?—of liberty of thought ?—a hiding of knowledge 
from the masses of the people? Those only who dreaded the 
exposure of their iniquities, a restraint upon their despotic power, 
an equalizing of privileges, by the knowledge of the inalienable 
rights God has designed for all men. i 

What is the spirit and tendency of Romanism?. The past ten 


centuries tells us; despite all attempts to suppress information: 


and to cloak its abominations. Every “ Chapter” in its history 
from the first revolt under the Emperor Leo. II, got up and car- 
ried on by priests and monks, down to the blessing bestowed 


8. ROMANISM AND REPUBLICANISM INCOMPATIBLE. 


upon that perjured knave and traitor, “The nephew of my 
uncle,” bears full evidence of what it has done and will do when 

left to itself! Does any one doubt? Some did doubt in the 

early part of 1848—when this house rang with the applausesof {| 
Pius IX, for his promises of liberal reform—a phenomenon in the 
history of papacy as strange as it was gratifying—but promises 

never fulfilled. The words of burning eloquence poured forth 

from Protestant Republican lips in laudation of ‘ his Holiness” 
whom the Archbishop called “THe Man oF THE AcE,” and 4 
echoed back from Papists as loudly as from Protestants, whose 
hearts kindled at the announcement, that, at last, the old church 

had burst the shell of its conservatism and tyranny, and was 
about to commence a new career in social and political life! 
Some verily believed the Millenium had dawned, and that these z 
mingled shouts of joy were but the songs of the morning stars at 
a new creation in the history of that church. Democrats and 
Whigs said, “ Holy Father!’ and the Bishop and his prelates, 
sitting on this platform, with Jesuitic smiles, said, “Amen.” It 
fell to my lot, but without my seeking, to be one of the Commit- 
tee of Arrangements on that occasion, and I too sat here, in rank 
and file, with the glorifiers of Pio Nono, bewildered in admiration 
of an event which promised so much for the glory of God and the 
good of mankind. I confess 1 had misgivings. I almost thought 
I had misread the history of Romanism. I hoped I had. I was 
ready to forgive all the past, horrid as its deeds had been, for the 
good it might do. I felt,—I almost felt, the joy of one who through 
darkness and danger, sees light and safety, and presses towards 
it with a restless confidence, hoping for deliverance, seeing how 
easily it might come. Yet Lrejoiced with'trembling. The spirit 
of Jesuitism had ever been secret, crafiy, insinuating, and I 
dared not hope. I doubted ; I feared, and aa 


“'My dreams have boded all too right, 
# * # * 


I knew, I knew it could not last, 
*T was bright, ’twas heavenly, but ’tis past !” 


Task, now; First—What is Rervsiicanism? What is De- 
mocracy? For ours is a Democratic Republican form of Govern- 
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ment. The people are the sources of power, the sovereigns in a 
Republic—the people rule—in the language of the immortal De- 
claration of our Independence, “ We hold these truths to be self: 
evident ; that all men are created equal ; that they are endowed 
by their Creator with certain unalienable rights; that ‘among 
these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness: that to se 
cure these rights, governments are instituted among men, deriv- 
ing their just powers From THE CONSENT oF THE GOVERNMENT.” 
Let this definition suffice. 

Second: What is Romastsm? The papal church claims the 
right, the authority, the duty, by special divine appointment, to 
step between man and his Maker, and take from him his rights, 
to speak to him in God’s name, and bid him sutrendet everything 
into the hands of his spiritual director—his “ life, liberty, and pur- 
suit of happiness”—everything for time and fot eternity} and to 
bow voluntarily and absolutely to the sovereign dictation of the 
authority vested, notin the Laity, but in the Priesthood of that 
church. Romanism admits a Chief, a Temporal and Spiritual 
Sovereign, whois none other than God’s vicegerenit, absolute and 
infallible! He assumes the right to rule in God’s name by di- 
rect appointment, with full powerwith letters patent to bind on 
eatth, or loose in heaven. 

Romanism claims the right to wniiersal dominion, not only in 
matters of faith, but also in temiporalities, over the lives, the pro- 
perties—over the souls of all men—of heretics and heathen, in 
Rome and in Ametica,—in kingdonis and in Republics, from 
Nova Zembla to Patagonia! It is a hierarchy, a moral, a spiri- 
tual, a political Despotism! It acknowledges a Sovereign pon- 
tiff on whose will hang the privileges of its adherents, and from 
whom issue, as froma Supreme Power, all the mandates which 
regulate its internal govetnment and the outward conduct of its 
faithful adherents. -From the Pope to the Cardinals, down 
through primates, archbishops, suffragans, vicars and priests, de- 
scends authority which finally reaches the wills-of the.humblest: vo- 
tary by tHeans of the confessional. ° There’ each priest deals with 
the aerating, penitent according to direction, prying into every 


Ao ROMANISM. AND REPUBLICANISM INCOMPATIBLE. 


secret thought, and wish and feeling ; demanding a full exposure 
—a.complete surrender of everything on pain of mortal sin; and 
dictating, in return, in all matters which most concern the interests 
of the C uw ch! There it fastens upon the soul—upon the will, the last 
link in that chain which leads direct to the grand ceutre—the 
heart at Rome. Butthe penitent, you say, is free to act as he 
will. True, but he has no will to act differently from the direction. 
He can have none. His life is fed on the electric fluid. which 
descends from the papal battery at Rome. To sever that ink—to 
refuse the most implicit obedience—obedieuce which dares ask 
no question—cherish no doubts—is to practise excision, spiri- 
tual suicide, and jeopard. one’s eternal well-being. The peni- 
tent is controlled, led, befvoled, like the subjects of the monte- 
bank professors of modern physcology and. mental alchymy ! 

_ He has no conscience of his own—he can ‘have none—differ- 
ent from that given him by his Father Confessor, for the fear of 
mortal sin is kept constantly before his eyes; and he is never 
permitted to think, believe, or act differently from the direction 
given him. His individuality is destroyed. The first great 
conquering act of Catholic life, is personal and voluntary death ! 
Obedience expresses everything afierwards.* 

Now I ask—and I ask it solemnly—lIs there not a direct ad 
positive Incompatibility between Romanism and Republican- 
ism? Do they not start upon different bases and. advance in 
opposite directions? One claims power, right, authority in the 
People, ascending from them to the ruler, who is an agent, en- 
trusted for the time and for specilic purposes, with power, and 
held responsible for its exercise. The other claims irresponsible 
power, right, authority in the ruler from whom it descends to 
the people, in such measure as it shall. please him—never at 
all, but for interest or compulsion! One. is Republicanism, the 
other, Despotism. 

-This difference is not accidental, the result of cincaiianeldiies 
_-# See a work by Rev. J. C. Pitrat, late a Cathouic Priest, entitled, “ Americans era 
ed.of Zeouitiom,or the Jocuits Unveiled.” 
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Which time and opportunity may remove. It is radical, inher- 
ent, vital in the two systems. There is a natural, inevitable, 
eternal hostility between them. In principle, in theory, in prac+ 
tice, in everything, they are, and must forever remain, utterly — 
opposed and irreconcilable. ‘They can never harmonize, no power 
on earth or in heaven can force them into agreement. The success 
of one is the failure of the other. 

There may be accidental circumstances when, from policy or ne 
cessity—never from principle as such, Catholics may favor, or seem 
_ to fivor Republicanism; and when Republicans may, in fact, or in 
pretence, favor Catholicism ; but in all such cases, there is a mani- 
fest departure from the principle, an exception to the rule, a viola- 
tion of fundamental laws, as much as when tropical plants are 
cultivated in frigid zones: For, mark ye, I distinguish between 
Catholics and Catholicism. I attribute not to them but to it, the 
great fault in these cases. The error is in the system—as it was 
with Judaism in the Savior’s time—as it is now with Moham- 
madanism. Many there have been, and many more, I trust, there 
will be, to burst the bands, tear off the fetters, and spurn the 
power that would enslave them! Noble spirits who, like those of 
old, appeal in solemn and significant words to their oppressors, 
“ Whether we ought to obey God rather than men, judge ye.” 

I beg you to remember that I am not contending against men, 
but against measures ; against a fulse and mischievous system, 
which, like the tares in the field, grows most luxuriantly when 
meu sleep most soundly. I protest here, before this vast assem- 
blage, my respect for the man, the plain Mr. John Hughes, and 
my almiration for his industry and perseverance week have 
raised him from his low estate to his present position. I can 
most deeply sympathize with him in all but the false glare that 
surrounds him in his peculiar position. For the titles dangling 
about his name, and for his robes of authority as. a priest, I feel 
neither respect nor reverence. I did once feel some respect, for 
the Pope. The world had his promises. .When introduced- to 
him in his own Palace, oa the Quirinal Hill, I shook. him 
cordially by the hand. The Priest who introduced me, knelt 
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and kissed his toe; and said I must—but I didn’t! The man, 
Giovanni Mastai, was, beyond question, a very good, well dispos- 
ed, but not very active or courageous man, as his early life show- 
ed. He would, of his own accord, I presume, harm nobody— 
would never condemn a poor, friendless victim to be dropped down 
that terrible pit of the Inquisition which the Republic laid open to 
the gaze of the world. Lett to himself, as in the first movements 
of his administration, he might have done some good, by the aid 
of his confessor, Padre Graziosi, and Cardinal Micari, and the 
advocate Silvani who were opposed to the Jesnistic interference 
of Austria, and favorable to a more liberal policy. But these 
friends dying suddenly left him in the hands of designing tyrants. 
With him the man was lost in. the priest, the priest in the Pope. 
Always weak, and now crushed beneath the weight of a triple 
crown for which neither the army nor the monastery had prepared 
him, he struggled, he staggered, and fell. He rose from his chair, 
thrust the keys of St. Peter in his pocket, mounted a coach-box 
in the attire of a second-rate lackey, and fled for his life! God’s 
Vicegerent running away from his ‘dear children,” to find pro- 
tection under the bloody King of Naples, the Catholic Herod of 
the nineteenth century ! 

I am no traducer of men. [ would not touch private individual 
character; but for public errors, base intrigues, the gross decep- 
tions of Church or State, of priests or politicians, I have a miost 
profound abhorrence ; and, so long as God gives me power, I in- 
tend to oppose them by every just and honorable means—to help, 
as far as I can, righteousness and peace to prevail amongst men 
—in communities, and in nations. 

Romanism is essentially monarchieal in its doctrine, spirit, and 
tendencies. Not a single chapter, but every chapter in its past 
history and present endeavors proves this beyond all controversy. 
It is, therefore, incompatible with a Republic and dangerous to 
its existence. They cannot agree. The time will come when 
the one or the other shall triumph. Which shall it be? 

But, itis said, instances do exist, where Catholics have tolerated 
for it amounts tothat—Republican forms of government. “ The 
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little Republic of San Marino” is referredto by the Archbishop as 
an evidence, having ‘‘ preserved jts independence for fourteen 
hundred years, in the very heart of the papal States.”. Wonderful! 
A petty patch of thirty square miles—less than a Yankee town- 
ship—perched upon, the almost barren slope of the Appenines, 
containing 7,000 inhabitants, who never yet dared do, or say, or 
think, contrary to will of the Pope and other despots! Suppose 
that Republic had presumed to shelter Mazaini, or Garibaldi, | 
or other Republican refugees, how long would the Pope have 
suffered it to exist? No longer than foreign bandits could have 
been hired to get up a foray and destroy it! 

Another instance is claimed in one of the States in our con- 
federacy, of which more, by-and-by, _ Now these, as in every 
other example of the kind, if all is true that is claimed, would 
only prove the exceptions to the rule, and not the existence of 
the rule itself. It would prove no more than that the Church 
submits to what it cannot help, with the best possible grace— 
that it makes a virtue of necessity and spares a Republic as long 
as it cannot help it, or can bestanswer its own purposes by 
doing so. I defy the writer of the “ Catholic Chapter’ to quote 
an instance where Catholics, acting in the spirit of their doctrine, 
have ever shown any real favor to liberal institutions—to Repub- 
lican forms of government. Individuals may have done so, but 
they acted contrary to the principles of their church; and ex- 
communication has often paid the forfeit of their temerity. An 
instance has just occurred close by us, which goes to show what 
its spirit is, even now, and here in this Republic. A Hungarian 
Priest, who had taken part in the noble but unsuccessful struggle 
for freedom in his country, fled from the clutches of the Austrian 
butcher, and found an asylum in this home of the oppressed and 
land of the free. He pursued his vocation as a Priest ina neigh- 
boring State. A few weeks ago, he went to meet his fellow- 
countryman, the noble and eloquent Advocate of European eman- 
cipation, and pour out his warm sympathy, and mingle his joy at 
their fortunate escape from the jaws of the Northern Bear. He 
was selected to present a, banner to the Great Champion of Luman 
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rights; which he did, amid the shouts of thousands of rejoicing 
hearts! Now, mark the result—the conduct of tliat church, 
which, says our Historian, ‘thas no recognized theory of civil gov- 
ernment.” A bullof excommunication is prepared uud fulminated 
against him; he is deposed from the priesthood and turned out 
upon the world-to starve! Is popery nothing—doing nothing, in 
this country? Or is it at its old work of prescription and perseca- 
tion for opiaion’s sake ? 

Take another instance. The Archbishop relying upon his in- 
fluence which he thinks alieady sufficient to be felt and feared, 
has petitioned the Legislature of this State, to secure to him and 
to the Bishops of his church and their successors forever, all the 
property they can wrench from the -hard-earnings of the sincere 
bat misguided adherents of that Church. This demand to lega- 
lize a surrender of all the property of the congregations into the 
hands of the prelates as in Italy, and in other Catholic countries, has 
aroused a few catholic congregations (inostly Germans) to protest 
against the monstrous usurpation. Among others “the Trustees 
of the St. Louis Catholic Church, in the city of Buffalo” have 
sent in a remonstrance in which they say : 

“ The objections of your remonstrants to the enactment of snch a law are, that it would 
be coat-ary to all republican institutions, and that in a country like this, where no gov- 
ecnment eo.trol exists over the cle gy in general, and where the Catholic clergy are con- 
trolled oaly by Rome, such law, if euaeted, would only tend to eader such elergy more 
arb.t.ary in their w.ll towards the Catholic congregations, forcing from them donations 
of ail kinds under the baa of tieir displeasure unless acquiesced in, and putting a stop to 
all incorporation of Catholie congreg:tions. ; 

« By the present regulations of said Catholic clergy, no Church, or even cemeteries are 
to be cos-eerated, if previously the deed of sad prope.ty has not been executed in the 
name of the Avehdishop or that of the Bishop. 

“The eoag-egat.on of the St. Louis Chareh of Buffulo is a sad example of that arbitrary 
will of the Cathole Cle-gy, having bee for one year deprived of all spiritual succor, 


the clergy being withdvawa from the Church, for having refused to abandon their tempo- 
ral administiation, and by co doing abandon their act of incorporation.” 


Please note the language of this remonstrance from the Trustees 
of a Catholic congregation, and then tell me if the prelates of that 
church are not aspiring after power? if they are not using what 
power they have to persecute into obedience? A large congre- 
gation left without a spiritual guide, without the administration of 
the sacraments—left, according to the doctrine of that church, to 
sink into.remediless ruin, to be born, sicken, and die without be- 


yn 
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nefit of clergy---more neglected than felons under sentence of 
death, Iam told of another congregation in this city thus aban- 
doned, and for the same reason. Does nct such conduct agree 
with other chapters in the history of that church, and prove that 
Romanism is here what it has been everywhere? Itemember, 
also, that the clergy of that church refuse to aticnd funerals when 
the bodies of their own members are to be buried in other than 
Catholic cemeteries. 

Take still another illustration. In the arrangements made by 


our “civil government,” to reczive, in a manner worthy the Man’ 


and worthy the cause for which he is an exile, the great, the hon- 
est, the noble Kossuth, it was ordered that the military sheuld 
bear a prominent part in that grand Republican demonstration in 
favor of European liberty. Why did a certain regiment refuse 
or hesitate to appear, till the commanding officer of the divisien 
informed them that such refusal would end in the disbanding of 
it? What regiment was that? Whocounselled it? It certainly 
could not have been the soldiers. I cannot believe that true born 
Irishmen, acting up to the impulses of their nature, would hesi+ 
tate for a moment to honor the great Hungarian! No true sonof 
the Emerald Isle, with the memory of the great Brian Bor- 
roilime, Phillips, Curran, Grattan, Emmet, and their compeers in 
tlie cause of human liberty, would ever voluntarily stay back fiem 
doing homage te another patriot whose proud monument. shall 
stund in history on the same pedestal with theirs! No; never! 
lt would be false to their nature. Priestly dictation alone could 
keep them back, could put out such fire, and stifle the applause 
which would spontaneously burst from their hearts ! 

With these cases before us, what this modern writer on Ame- 
rican history says on p*ge 6, may still be true; that ‘ Catholics 
in America have no more to do with the-civil governments of 
Italy, Spain, and Portugal. than they have to do with England, 
Russia, or Turkey.” Perhaps not: but how is the converse? 
Do Catholics of Italy, Spain and Portugal, have nothing to do 
and want nothing to do with civil gov ernment in this country ? 
That. is not said. The movements towards England, and the 


combination with Russia, do not indicate entire indifference even 
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there. If Catholicism is Republican or can be made so, why 
does not that Church follow the worthy example of the English 
Church and separate itself from a Temporal Prince who stands 
at its head? Episcopalians found no difficulty in beheading 
their church so far as the British throne was concerned. It lives 
and flourishes as well, in all that belongs to the Church of Christ, 
whose kingdom is not of this world, since, as it did before? In 
fact, itis doubted whether that Church could have existed at 
all in this country had it retained its allegiance to the British 
crown. How comes it then that Catholics do not cut the link that 
binds them to a foreign throne? The law of adopted citizenship 
requires every man to forswear all allegiance to every foreign 
government, Prince, Power and Potentate. Yet Catholics retain 
_ a firmer allegiance to the Pope, who is a temporal prince—who, 
said the Catholics, three years ago, ‘ could not be Pope with+ 
out temporal power’—than ‘to any other power on earth—as 
much firmer as the hope of heaven is preferable to any joy 
upon earth! He believes that his immortal destiny is in the 
control of the Priest, who, as such, under the Pope, can do no 
wrong. Allthe past and present assures him that ‘to revolt 
against papal authority is to exorcise one’s self and jeapord his 
eternal welfare. I leave it with men of more legal acumen than 
myself, with our statestnen, to discover how a man can take the 
oath of allegiance to the Republican government of our country 
and still adhere to another government which has a temporal 
prince at its head, who claims first the soul—the will, and then 
the body! I think that question will sometime demand and re- 
ceive a more full and satisfactory explanation. 
On page 7, our Historian says! 

“But still beneath that surface and in the lower depths, there yet survives a certain 
vague traditional memory of Protestant ascendency, fed by a hereditary prejudice to the 
effect that, in a civilized state where Protestants constitute the great majority of the peos 
ple, Catholics ought to be satisfied with a subordinate position, and be very grateful, even 
at that, for the privileges which the liberality of Protestantism. in this country permits 
them to enjoy.” i : 

Already then, in the opinion of this traducer of Protestatits, 
only “a vague and traditional memory of Protestant: ascendetr- 
cy” remains. It is true we travel fast’ and live fast inthis age) 


~ 
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but I was not aware we had yet outlived the fact of  Protestatt 
ascendency” in this country. This is the end of his “ Decline 
of Protestantism” probably. 

The Archbishop very unceremoniously abjures all “ gratitude” 
to Protestants. He says on page 7 


“To me it is a pleasure, as well as a duty, to feel and exhibit gratitude where gratitude 
is due. But no collecter need ever call on me for a tribute of gratitude, unless he can 
show a better claim than this, on account of kind offices rendered. I am not a citizen 
by the birthright of nature. But the Constitution and laws have conferred on mo the 
birthright of civil and political nativity. For this I am grateful.” 


Please note this language distinctly, and then read on page 10. 


« All credit and all gratitude to the liberality of the great men who framed that docu: 
ment, who were almost, if not altogether, exclusively Protestants.” 


Is there no falsity—no falacy in this Chapter? In one case 
he refuses “ gratitude” to Protestants, scouts the ‘ vague tradi- 
tional memory of Protestant ascendency” ‘that Catholics 
ought to be very grateful for the privileges which the liberality 
of Protestantism in this country permits them to enjoy”—and 
boldly asserts that “no collector need ever call on me for a tri- 
bute of gratitude, unless he can show a better claim than this, 
on account of kind offices rendered!” And then, on page 10, 
he says, “ All credit and all gratitude to the liberality of the 
great men who framed that document, who were almost, if not 
altogether Protestants!” And this is the great, the learned, the 
logical, the un-‘ grateful” Catholic Archbishop ! 

Next follows an undesigned commendation of what he and 
others of his Church have so loudly condemned in Protestant- 
ism, and constantly put forth as an unanswerable argument 
against its being of God: 


* 


« Bat the matter was not one which they might dispose of according to.the impulse of 
their own high and generous feelings—and if there had been only one form of Protestant- 
ism professed in all the Colonies, I Shab much that, even with Washington at their head, 
the Constitution would not have been what it is. Almost every Colony had its own 
form of Protestantism, and I am sorry to have to say that among them, even on religious 
matters, mutual charity was not always superabundant. Antagonisms from without 
would have defeated all the purposes of the confedefation of States, if the Convention had 
attempted to favor any one of those forms at the expense of the others.” 


-I hope after this the Archbishop nor aay other Catholic will 
be found railing about the “antagonisms” of Protestants—as a 
proof that it is not of God, when all the blessings secured by 
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the Constitution which he lauds so highly (as Bonaparte :did 
that of France) according to his showing, are the results of 
those very antagonisms! And he is undoubtedly correct. It 
is not probable our liberties could have been secured ona broad . 
and sure basis of perfect equality in religious privileges, had 
all been of one sect. The Archbishop’s own church is a full 
proof of that fact. That has never done any such work. Let 
Protestant sects accept the undesigned compliment and keep it 
for future use. 

While thus refusing all gratitude for anything Protestants have 
done, he labors in many ways to excite the profoundest grati- 
tude in them for the good works and liberal movements of Ro- 
manism. He claims for his church (page 33) “the great ele- 
ments of our Institutions, namely, representative government, 
electoral franchise, trial by jury, municipal authority—all inven- 
tions of Catholics alone.” ‘* These, therefore,” he adds, “ assur- 
edly do not supply any evidence that this is a Protestant country.” 
Is there no falsity, no falacy in this claim, in this high pretension 
to the elemental life of our Institutions? Let us see. Into 
what purely Catholic country have these “inventions of the 
Catholics alone,” these “great elements of our institutions,” been 
introduced? Are they in Italy---in the Papal States? These 
are the very things Pius IX “the man of the age” promised but 
did not give; which the Republic took but could not keep, be- 
cause of French, Austrian, Spanish and Neapolitan bayonets--- 
“all Catholic” bayonets “ alone,” which were pointed with the 
papal approval and benediction at his “ dear (forsaken) children” 
in Rome! Does Spain, does Portugal, does Austria, enjoy these 
“great eléments of our institutions?” What purely Catholic 
country does enjoy them? In vain does the Archbishop labor 
to excite the gratitude of Protestants on such pretensions. 

If Catholics alone” are good to invent such “great ele- 
ments” they are certainly slow to adopt them,--very tardy in 
applying the doctrine of transubstantiation to such ‘“ elements.” 
When introduced to the Pope I-complimented him in behalf of 
our great sympathy meeting held here, being the first to visit 
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him from that august assemblage. He informed me that he had 


just received a copy of the proceedings through a Lieutenant in 


our navy and had returned an answer through Bishop Hughes. I 
tried to express to him the assurance of American sincerity in that 
expression of sympathy for his liberal promises. I saw the com- 
pliment troubled him, that he tried to smooth it over with the 
Jesuit Father. The more I pressed the compliment and assurance 
of American sympathy the more he wouldn’t take it, till, finally, 
he said, “ Italy is not yet prepared to adopt liberal institutions such 
as you enjoy.” <“* Not yet prepared!” In heaven’s name, thought 
I, when will she be prepared under such tutelage? — If fifteen hun- 
dred years will not suffice with the sole and undisturbed privilege, 
and the immense treasures in the control of the clergy, with her 
boasted learning, and other helps, when will she be prepared? The 
Catholics had experimented twelve hundred years, before this con- 
tinent was discovered, yet the Protestants have adopted here “all 
the elements of our institutions” without difficulty or danger. Why 
have the Catholics failed to adopt their own inventions in other 
places? Had they not as good chance as Protestants? ‘“ From 
the spot on which we stand to the North Pole—and from. this. spot 
to Cape Horn” all was Catholic, for more than a century—Canada, 
Louisiana, Mexico, and all South America, the fairest and finest parts 
of the Continent was theirs, and yet where did they find a spot to 
introduce the ‘‘ elements of our Institutions.” Still no credit—no 


‘ gratitude for Protestants! ‘“ The genius of its political civil insti 


tutions” are all Catholic alone! Will the Archbishop explain him- 
self in his next “Chapter.” Many are curious to see his comment= 
ary, in explanation of his boasting ; to see what he has to say about 
the inefficiency of wealth, and learning, and power, treasured in the 
few, mainly in the priesthood, even ~vhen aided by the. Inquisition 
with its racks, thumb-screws, prisons, gibbets, and such other in- 
ventions peculiarly “Catholic.” There must be. some mistake 


somewhere. 
But he does notice this matter and claim triumph for his clare. 


He reviews the settlement of this country. He passes a side-way 
encomium upon New England, which he could not well avoid with 
safety, for the darkness of his church cannot dim the glory of that 


ry 
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section in the “ Chapter” of our history. Then cutting his way 
he comes to Maryland, and, with a loud blast, exclaims, Jehu-like, 
come see what we have done! See, here is a specimen of our 
work! Here is Romanism carried out legitimately! Behold its 
fruits ! 


« ferat, qui meruit, palmam.” 


But when the smoke and noise have passed, let us look at the 
matter more seriously. Is ita fact, that Catholicism, acting ofitself, 
in its own spirit and right, did for Maryland what is claimed for 
it? If that is the legitimate production from such a seed, how 
comes it to pass, that such fruits are no where else to be found ? 
Is the sandy soil of Maryland more congenial to its growth and 
maturity than the lovely plains of Italy, the green vallies of Spain, 
the sunny fields of Mexico, or the broad savannahs of Brazil? Is 
there not some mistake in the data of the Rev. Historian? Did he 
not forget to observe that George Calvert had a patent from a Pro- 
testant King, given at a time when the people of England were ex- 
ceeding jealous of their liberties, and that it is not very natural, 
even for kings to foster children to pick their own eyes out. To 
have sustained his position and made anything but a falsity or fal- 
lacy out of his argument, he should have proved that Lord Balti- 
more came to Maryland by authority from the Pope, or, at least - 
from a Catholic Sovereign, with instructions to found a liberal coz 
lony—a thing unheard of in the annals of that Church—and that he 
acted in accordance with such instructions. Did he do this? No; 
he did not. And he cannot. When, in all the vast field of Catho- 
lie propagandism, will he point us to such an example? Will he 
refer us to Florida, toeMelendez who went out in 1565, from his 
“ Catholic Majesty,” the King of Spain “ with strict orders to gibbet 
and behead all the Protestants in those regions, to spare Frenchmen 
that were Catholics but to kill every heretic.” Will he refer to Mexi- 
co,4-to Cortez who marched with priests at his side, bearing the 
banner of the church, mowing down the peaceable inhabitants who 
Would not be baptised, as so many bulrushes, destroying the won- 
derful works of art and the grandeur of that strange civilization, 
merely because it was heathen 2---glorying in the torture and 
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treasures of that wonderful people, while he reveled in the halls 
of the Montezumas? Will he tell us of Peru---of Pizarro, who 
bore the banner of the Cross over fields of blood and cities of de- 
solation, outraging every principle of justice and humanity, all for 
the glory of the church and the enrichment of bis Sovereign---* for 
the love of souls that might be saved.” Our Historian has told 
us ‘ofthe illustrious Jesuit Fathers who thirsted not for gold, 
but for souls” and of their doings amongst the Indian tribes north 
and west, in the forests, on the prairies, and over the Rocky moun- 
tains, but he forgot to mention those who. enriched Spain and the 
Church, and introduced the work of Romanism into Mexico and 
South Americas 

I am surprised that an Archbishop should put forth such flimsy 
arguments in proof of the Republican tendencies of his Church. I 
cannot believe he meant them for any such purpose. He must have 
had some ulterior object in view. He must have been rushing towards 
what he is now attempting, the enactment of a special law to allow 
him “to hold and manage religious and charitable property in con- 
formity with his own ecclesiastical discipline.” He might hope, per- 
haps, to convince such as take for truth all he says, without daring 
to inquire any further, but who have inklings of larger liberties and 
a higher state of civilization than his church affords them, He cer- 
tainly never dreamed of convincing well-read Protestants with such 
pee 

Not satisfied with Maryland, the modest Archbishop claims for 
his church all the glory of our “ civil and religious liberty’? here in 
New-York. ,He says (page 27): 

“ Strange as it may sound in the ears of my auditory, not a single ray of liberty as we . 
understand it, [mark that !] had dawned on the inhabitants of New Netherlands.” 

* This is queer, if, as is sometimes assumed, all liberty must necessarily come from 


Protestantism. Ifso, why had the Protestant government of Holland left its Protestant 
subjects here so long destitute of what we now eall their ciyil and religious rights,” 


Again on the same page, he says: 


“The Duke of York took out a new patent. He was a Catholic, and although the 
school-books say he was a tyrant, still it is a fact of history, that to him the inhabitants 
of New Netherlands, whether Dutch or English, were indebted for their first Possession 
and exercise of civil and religious liberty.” 


A pretty tall claim ; but, like the other, false and deceptive ! 
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Just look at it one moment. The Archbishop continues, quoting 
with approbation. 


- * The Duke of York was solicited by those about him to sell the territory. He de- 
manded the advise of one who always advised honestly ; (not a Catholic but a Quaker) 
and no sooner had the father of Pennsylvania, affer a visit at New York, transmitted an 
account of the reforms which the provinee: required, than, without delay, Thomas Don- 
gan, a Papist, came over as governor, with instructions to convoke a free legislature.” 


This our astute Historian puts forth as a vindication of his 
idea that Catholics gained for New York, ‘civil and religious 
liberty, which Protestants had refused them.” . Has_he proved 
this? No. According to his own showing, the true Protestant, 
William Penn, a quaker, suggested the ‘ reforms,” and 
Thomas Dongan, the papist, came with ‘“ instructions” to 
carry them out. Who instructed him? Did the Pope?,. Did 
a Bishop? Did the Catholic Church? They are not much in 
‘the habit of instructing in that way. Then how much * grati- 
tude” do New Yorkers owe to Popery for their “civil and reli- 
gious rights?” 

But wherefore this reflection upon Holland and her sons? Is 
the Archbishop and his Church still writhing under the memory 
of the galling fact that it was Holland that rolled up from her low 
marshes a bulwark sufficiently formidable to arrest the despotic 
blow aimed at Protestantism and liberty by the. strong arm of the 
combined Catholic powers, under the bloody Phillip II. lead by 
the notorious Alva, and the Prince of Parma, and aided by.the 
bloodiest horrors of the Spanish Inquisition? Would he erase 
from history the great truth that Holland proclaimed free tolera- 
tion and by that rose rapidly into prosperity and glory, that her 
seven little provinces. waded triumphantly through the seventy 
years war and brought out Protestantism victorious over the ma- 
chinations and monstrous wickedness of Catholicism? Would 
he have us forget that the Puritans found in Holland an asylum 
for ten years, till baptised into the spirit of Republican liberty, 
when they set sail from Delft-haven and landed on Plymouth Rock? 
Would he obliterate the glory of these deeds with the fact, that 
‘© Thomas Dongan, a papist, came here “ with instructions” from a 
Protestant government to “ convoke a free ohicter ld He = patch 
upon the sun! A pebble in the ocean! —_ 
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Passing other inaccuracies, equally false and glaring, I come 
to notice the doctrine of Romanism on the right of Revolution. 
The Archbishop says, (page 11,) and he ought to know, “Now 
the Catholic Church has no recognized theory on the subject of 
forms of civil government.’’. If the church has no theory of go- 
vernment why has it always been ranged on the side of despotism 
and fighting for monarchy? What is the uniform testimony of 
history on the subject? - The Archbishop said in his last year’s 
bulletin entitled “The Church and the World,” “ The Catholic 
Church does not recognise the principle that the people may 
change their government when they will!” “Now,” he says, 
“the Catholic Church has no recognized theory.” But our 
“ Declaration of Independence” says “ Whenever any form of 
government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of 
the people to alter or abolish it.” “Put that and that and this 
together and look at them, as the sons of freemen! If “the 
people may not change their government when they will,” who 
may change it? There must be a power somewhere to do it. 
Beware ! 

_Tnow ask attention to a long extract from the “Chapter” in- 
terspersed with an occasional paraphrase, to give significance to 
certain parts of it. I beg you will. not weary with the recital. 


“The Church, however, 1s not an approver of revolutions, except when they are clear- 
ly justifiable. [Who shall decide 2} Having experienced singular protection in all the 
vicissitudes and revolutions of the social and political world during eighteen centuries, she 
has the consciousness that she lives by an inherent vitality within herself of more than 
human origin. [Very complacent.] This has sufficed her during the past—-it is suffi- 
cient for the present, and is never troubled with doubts or misgivings in regard to the po- . 
sition in the future, which God has in His own hands, and can dispose of as He will. 
[Comforting.] ‘The first impression which the influence of her doctrine in regard to the 
principle of revolution would produce, I think would be a presumption in favor of exist- 
ing authority until cause to the contrary should appear. (To whom?] Yet the princi- 
ple of passive ubedience on the part of subjects, or of absolute and irresponsible autho> 
rity on that of sovereigns, never was, and certainly never will be [prophetic] principle of 
hers. She seems to have little confidence in theoretical systems which assume that great 
or enduring benefit is to result from those sudden [mark well !] wnexpected movements 
even of a religious kind,—those enthusiams in favor of new schemes—those irregular 
starts, and leaps, and bounds of popular. ardor—now in one direction, now in another, 
and not unfrequently in different and even opposite directions at the same time by which 
the pace of society is to be preternaturally quickened in the path of universal progress. In 
short, having witnessed so many experiments tried on poor credulous humanity by new 
doctors who turned out to have been only quacks, panaceas are not by her highly valued.’ 


Does he remember the panacea forced down on St. Barthole- 
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mew’s Eve? At the ringing of the bell from the tower of the 
‘Most Christian King,” the horrid massacre began which ended 
in the cold-blooded slaughter of more than 30,000 Protestants ! 
Has he forgot the approval of the treatment by the most skillful, 
the “ infallible” doctor, Pepe Gregory XIII., who ordered a 
jubilee and a procession to the church of St. Louis, and caused 
a Te Deum to be chanted in honor of the successful operation ; 
and also sent congratulations to the “Most Christian King” for 
the triumph of a remedy ‘so long meditated and so happily 
executed?” Has he forgotten a like proceeding, the illumina- 
tion, the Te Deum, and. the blessing bestowed by the present 
Pope on that modern Prince of political “ quacks,” the perjured 
villain, who rather “ suddenly and unexpectedly,” and not by a 
very regular “start, and leap, and bound,” “experimented on 
poor credulous humanity,” by thrusting down a whole bolus of 
military and despotic panaceas at a single gulp, and in a single 
night? I cannot say the “pace of society” was thereby “* pre- 
ternaturally quickened in the path of universal progress.”  [ 
rather think it was jogged backwards a little; perhaps for a 
more thorough “ start, and leap, and bound, in the path of uni- 
versal progress.” I would not give much for king’s heads in that 
day ! 


“ She has had such long and universal experience and such opportunities of studying 
her subject, that she knows what is in the heart of man, the bad as well as the good, 
much better than he knows it himself.” 


That is it exactly! “ Poor credulous humanity’? knows nothing 
—not even its own wants! The church “knows what is in the 
heart of man, the bad as well as the good much better than he knows 
it himself.” That is Romanism outright—truly spoken and in its 
old attire! Look at it, Republicans, andtremble! But be thank- 
ful for the Archbishop's portrait of it while it is yet time to look 
it full in the face. He concludes the paragraph thus: 


“She is inclined to suspect or distrust all those erudely conceived political changes 
which disturb the peace of communities and nations, without improving their condition. 
Oh, how many of these abortive and disastrous changes has she not witnessed throughout 
the whole world during her life of eighteen hundred years !” 


The sum of all this is that revolutions are never justifiable 
without the sanction of the Church; for he has denied the right 
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of the “people to change their government ;” and the church 
“knowing what is in the heart of man much better than he knows it 
himself,” alone is qualified to prescribe the panacea—“ the time 
and the means of revolutions.” 

Yet he passes immediately to justify the American Revolution, 
but without adducing a single remark to show wherein it differed 
from any other—except the assertion that ‘the British Constitu- 
tion was on the side of the Colonists.” A very singular assertion 
for a historian. It would be strange indeed if the British Consti- 
tution “ could be explained to justify her dependencies in revolting 
from the crown,” rejecting every form of monarchy, and setting up 
a purely Democratic Republican form of government ! None of less 
pretension than a Roman Catholic Archbishop, living in a Repub- . 
lic, would ever have discovered such a meaning in the famous 
Magna Charta of England ! : 

But, I ask, what wrong existed in these Colonies in 1775, to 
justify such a revolt that did not exist in Italy, in Rome, in Austria 
in Hungary, in France, in Spain, in 1848? What more than 
exists in-thsoe countries to-day ? Are not the people there denied the 
“ elements of our institutions?” “ For the life of me I can not see 
a justifiable cause of Revolution here in 1775 that did not, and 
does not, exist in the Catholic despotisms of Europe, but which 
that church shows no disposition to help reform. What was the 
grievous trouble here?) Why, the Yankees couldn’t have. their 
own way about a few chests of tea, and so they threw them over- 
board. ‘They were required to pay taxes in support of a govern- 
ment in which they had no representation. That was about all. 
How is it in the despotisms of Europe? Let any one pass through 
those countries, look into their institutions, witness the oppressions 
of the people, and then answer. It may be said great principles 
were at stake here. Are they less so there? The same God 
rules the whole earth. The light and force of our example—the 
solution of the great problem of man’s capacity for self-government 
—is finding its way through the accumulated errors of centuries, 
and cheers the hearts of the crushed millions who starve, under the 
sunny skies of Italy, or delve in the mines of Siberia. _ 
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The Archbishop has ‘traveled ‘enough and ‘seen ‘enough to ‘know 
that Catholicism is not favorable to liberty and ‘prosperity. As a 
Priest he must have lamented ‘the ‘fact ‘that Catholic communities 
are not so enlightened, industrious, ‘and happy as Protestarits are. 
He cannot have failed to observe ‘the ‘difference between the 


‘Catholic and Protestant cantons-of Switzerland, in every respect, 


or between the ‘Catholic and Protestarit portions of his native Tre- 
land, or between the Catholic countries in the south of Europe 
and the Protestant in the ‘north with far‘less advantage in every 
thing but the free spirit‘of their religion. Nay, he must feel some 
chagrin when he looks ‘nearer ‘home, upon ‘the ‘Catholic and ‘Pro- 
testant ‘portions of ‘Canada, ‘or’compares ‘the United States with 
Mexico. Was it that which kept out of his “Chapter” ‘all'allusion to 
the contrast of ‘conditions, character, and prospects, between the 
two communions? He certainly can not 'be a. faithful historian 
who neglects, as he has ‘done, to describe the moral, social, and in- 
tellectual condition of the people whose history he writes, and ‘the 
connection with the ‘principles of government, laws,:etc. It ‘may 
have been an accidental oversight; but if so, it is certainly a very 
unfortunate one. ; 

The Archbishop next claims “ of right” a perfect equality with 
their Protestant fellow citizens on the ground that ‘‘*Catholics— 
clergy and laity—-were among ‘the first and most ardent to join 
their countrymen in defence of common rights.” ‘This looks well 
on the surface, and would‘have some force, ‘had he not told tis’on 
page 6, that— 

“Tt is stated by one of our historians, that at the commencement of the. Revolution- 
“ary war, except in the city of Penn, there was harldly‘another place *in ‘the Colonies ‘in 
which, by authority of the laws of the land, a Catholic priest: could celebrate mass.” 

If the historian referred to spoke truly ‘no great’share of merit 
‘could accrue onthe score of services rendered, hardly enough ‘to 
justify the remark on page 11, that “there was no‘civil or religious 
immunity won by the success of the Revolution, in which Catho- 
‘lics were not morally and ‘politically entitled, in their ‘own right, 


‘to share equally with’ their Protestant fellow citizens.” 


But he cités’a few riames, ‘and‘vociferates ‘them*with ‘much ‘sig- 
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nificance. What does this prove? What if one out of the 
fifty-six signers of the Declaration of Independence was a 
nominal Catholic? What if one General who was killed early in 
the war and one naval captain were by birth Catholics? Unless 
it is proved that they acted as they did because they were Catho- 
lics, what does it prove for the case in hand? Did those worthy 
men do as they did as Catholics, in the spirit and under the 
direction of a sect, or were they moved by nobler impulses and 
higher considerations ; by the fear of God, the Father of all, and 
by an instinctive love of freedom, glad to be free from the: 
shackles of despotism and to rejoice in civil and religious li- 
berty. I should count it a great derogation from their patriotism, 
a foul-blot upon their memories, to have it proved that they did 
as Catholics what they would not have done as men. Are not 
Mazzini, Avezzani and Garibaldi as good Catholics as Mont- 
gomery and Barry? But here is a case. ‘ Rev. John Carrol, 
then a priest and a Jesuit”—mark that, a Jesuit, ““ was associated 
with Franklin, Chase, and Charles Carrol, on a mission to con- 
ciliate, pending the war, the good will, or at least, the neutrality 
of the Canadians, who were Catholics.” How did they succeed ? 
They did neither. Therefore the force of the Archbishop’s 
argument in favor of the “ Jesuit” is pointless. Why did not 
the Catholics of Canada rise as Republicans and join the other 
colonies in the Revolution? The most probable reason was 
because they were Catholics. 

We are next referred to the “Allies” of our Revolutionary 
struggle. He asks and answers with great emphasis. ‘“ Who 
were your allies? Catholics.” Lest it should not be remembered 
he asks and answers again, on the next page, “ During the con- 
test so far as religion is concerned, who were your allies, and 
your friends? I answer, Catholics—and, if I may be permitted 
todd, none but Catholics!” There would be some force in this 
loud interrogatory, if he had shown that France aided our country 
because it was Catholic, and would not have done what itodid 
from any other motive. This‘is not attempted. * How stand the 
facts? Simply that France, stung with the disgraceof defeat, and 
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the loss of her colonies, owed England a grudge, and as soon as 
the battle of Saratoga gave reason to look for the success of the 
Revolution, accepted the invitation of our Ambassador at Paris, 
to aid our cause, and so take sweet vengeance on her rival. “So 
far as religion is concerned,” I doubt if the powers of France 
thought of it. If they did, it was only to help the Protestant 
children of a Protestant neighbor whip their father in a family 
quarrel! That was all. Who believes that France aided our 
infant nation, as a foster-mother, out of love for Republicanism 
induced by her ‘league with the Catholic powers?” Would she 
not have aided it as cheerfully and heartily if it had been to found 
a new monarchy—to rear a throne.to which one of her Catholic 
sons might have been elevated? Who doubts it? Who hindered such 
anevent? Maryland ?—New England ?—Virginia ?—South Ca- 
rolina? Or all together? Not as Catholics but as Patriots, as 
men who would be free! Let us hurl back the insinuation that 
Catholicism “ alone” is friendly to freedom. 

But the Archbishop makes a concession which deserves a pass- 
ing notice in what he says about “Irish Catholic soldiers,” and 
German recruits. I hope he did not refer to a regiment raised in 
this city in 1812, nor to that of Lundy’s Lane, nor to Riley’s bat- 
talion in Mexico. He hints at the idea that Lord Howe “ disliked 
and could not depend on the Irish Catholic soldiers,” and that 
“the intrigues and opposition of Catholics in Germany, threw 
obstacles in the way of raising recruits.”” All this may have been 
so; but if there is any merit in it worthy of a place in this 
“Chapter” it belongs exclusively to the interference of Catholics, 
as such, in civil and religious affairs, and thus proves the very 
thing we charge upon them! 

His Grace scouts the idea that any one should presume to call 
this a ‘¢ Protestant country ;” he says, “If I know anything of the 
American character, the enlightened portion of the Protestant mind 
would feel as indignant as Catholics themselves could feel, at the 
utterance of such pretensions.” Has it come to this already ? 
What is the next step? Why that this is no Protestant country 
at all, and never was! Nay, he even now undertakes to prove it 
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so; first, by asserting that Catholics have as good a right, because 
they did as much to win the liberties of the country: second, a 
better right because they “invented all the elements of our in- 
stitutions ;” and third, the sole right because they discovered this 
entire continent! If there is any meaning in this “‘Chapter” this 
is the gist of the whole. 

Upon this last point I have yet to speak. We must look after 
this wily historian paddling his “ slender skiff” up-stream, instead 
of gliding gently down the current of historical events. He con- 
fesses that he “began at the end,” as is the way of his country- 
men, and he will therefore “end at the beginning.” He trails 
his oars, looks back and says, he “has stemmed the flow of a 
certain prejudice which calls itself history, has overcome success- 
fully even the rapids of the adverse tide—I can now guide ‘its 
onward course—to the very well-springs of American history.” 
Now look out! Having proved, as he thinks, the two points, he 
now attempts the third, to carry the whole by storm and prove 
that this was at the first a Catholic country, and therefore should 
and must forever remain so. He says, page 29 :— 

“ T now approach a period anterior to the Colonies themselves, namely the period of 
discoveries. In this period all or nearly all, is Catholic. i 

* * * « * 4 * 

“ But within seventy years from the first voyage of Columbus, the coast had been visit- 
ed, explored, sketched in maps circulated in Europe at the time,—visited and explored, I 
say, in al] directions, north and south, east and west, on the Atlantic and on the Pacific, 


—by scientific and daring navigators, all Catholics, and all sailing under the flag of 
some Catholic power in Europe.” 


Now what is the sum of all this? Why; that accordance with 
the law of nations as defined by Vattel, this whole country be- 
longs to the Catholics by the right of discovery. Why else is it 
introduced here? I appeal to you—I appeal to any candid mind, 
if such is not the necessary, t e only legitimate inference of this 
argument. It is then proved by the most Rev. Archbishop that 
this country is not Protestant but Catholic—that by right of dis- 
covery it belongs to the Catholics alone. Friends! Freemen! 
Republicans! Sons of Patriot sires! Is it not time to arouse— 
to awake—to stand up and hurl back such proud and arrogant 
insults ‘upon the memories of the noble and honored dead ? 
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Shades of our revolutionary heroes! Has it so. soon come to this: 
that thy sons are to be told, while yet some of thy glorious band 
remain, and by those we have received by adoption to ‘our 
homes, that your labors, and sufferings, and blood, were all in 
vain? Are we to be taunted for your resistance of the tyranny . 
and persecutions for opinion’s sake of that monstrous hierarchy 
which has always fought against liberty, which ever strangles 
freedom when it can, whether in the cradle or on a throne? How 
long isit since, by the intrigues of the Church, the Catholic can- 
tons of Switzerland attempted a revolt? How long since Catho- 
lic countries combined to crush Republicanism im every part of 
Europe, prefering Cossack rule to democratic freedom? How 
long is it since this same Archbishop came from the con- 
clave of despots at Rome to enter anew upon the ald tricks of 
Jesuitism; and now begins with a mock praise of liberty and 
human rights, but asks for a law to authorize him to wrench 
from his oppressed and half-starved followers their hard earnings, 
to store up treasures in perpetuity for himself and his successors, 
that they may live beyond the reach ot want, and be the better 
able to harness the liberties of this country to the decrees of his 
church! He praises liberty till he can manacle it, like the 
butcher who fondles the lamb he wouid slay! He lauds Repub- 
licanism till he can overthrow it, as sincerely as the Prince Pre- 
sident did the Constitution of France. He preaches one year the 
“ Decline of Protestantism,” next, “ The Church and the World,” 
and now gives us a “Chapter,” in which he openly elaims this 
country for the Catholics, for what they have done for it, to secure 
its liberties—to give it the “elements of its institutions,” and 
finally, for that is the end, throws himself back on the right of 
discovery. Such daring falsehood, such profound absurdity, such 
slanders of the honored dead, such unconquered ambition, and 
daring presumption, would be silently tolerated in none but an 
Archbishop of a proud and. ambitious church ! 

“Who were the actual founders of this Republic 1—the true Fath- 
ers of this nation? Who of them were Catholics? Ask the 
Puritans of New England. They will answer. _ Their villifier 
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confesses they were “ earnest men—no double men among them, 
who presented a duality or plurality of outward phrase.’ Then 
there could have been no Jesuit among them! He says, “ they 
had no objection that others should enjoy liberty of conscience, 
but it was not to be in their colony.” ‘That was better than 
Catholics have done, for they are not willing others should enjoy 
it‘any where, if they ‘can prevent it! Ask the Baptists of Rhode 
Island, whose noble founder struggled hard for “soul-liberty.” 
They can tell you. Ask the Quakers of Pennsylvania! They 
can inform thee. Ask'the Episcopaliansof Virginia! Washing- 
ton, Jefferson, Patrick Henry, will answer. Ask the Huguenots 
of South Carolina and Georgia! Nay, ‘despite the slanders of the 
Archbishop, the honest Dutchmen:of New York havea word to 
offer ; and so have the Jersey Yankees quite as rhuch to say as 
“Catholic’* Maryland. But shame! shame on the dastard 
spirit that attempts to ‘sever the patriot band of the Revolution, to 
crush'the ‘flowers that bloom upon their honored graves! What 
ean mean these studied attempts annually put forth to sever the 
bands of unity on the score of religious preferences—to ‘boast 
preeminence for the inferior? Is it to :pave the way ‘to the over- 
throw ofthe grand structure our fathers reared with so much toil and 


‘suffering, and into which we are:entered?—to uproot, as ‘in 
‘France, the ‘tree of Liberty which they nurtured ‘with their best 
blood? Remember, “eternal vigilance is the price of Liberty.” 


None but the followers of Loyala would dare to :touch the 
sacred mountain of our Republic. They are and ever have been 


* Mr Hughes quotes Mr. Bancroft.in proof.that Maryland -was first and foremost in the 


‘eause of civil and religious liberty. It was so founded, undoubtedly. But I would re- 


fer him to the same author in what he'says of it just anterior to the Revolution, to show 
what the effect of Catholic rule had been. ‘The youthful Frederic, Lord Baltimore, 
sixth of that title, dissolute ‘and riotous, fond of wine to ‘madness, and of women to folly, 
as a prince zealous for prerogative though negligent of business, and sole landlord of. the 
province.” “He had the whole people for his tenants on quit rents, which in 1754 ex- 
eceded $25,000.” « The colonial act of 1702 had divided Maryland into ‘parishes, and 
established the. Angelican Church by an annual.tax of forty pounds of tobacco on every 
poll.” “The lewd Lord Baltimore-had more church patronage than any landholder in 
England, and_.as there was'no ‘bishop in. America, roffians, fugitives from justice, men 
stained by intemperance and lust, nestled themselves through his corrupt and easy nature 


vin) the parishes of Maryland !” * * * «The people, of whom ‘about one- 


twelfth were Roman Catholies, shared power,” &c. Vol. IV., pp. 137-8-9. 
Suchwas the model “Catholic” colony referred to“ with~so’much “assurance ‘by'Mr. 
Hughes, to prove the liberal tendencies of Romanism ! 
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fit for anything—for the murder of kings and the feast of St. 
Bartholomew’s eve. They wear the deep disguise of humility, 
put on sleek, smooth faces, sweet smiles and precise insinuating 
words, are modest and formal in their movements, but cold and 
false as December moonshine! They pry into all secrets; take 
advantage of every circumstance, feed upon the sweat of our ser= 
vant girls, and do the world no real good. They have been 
banished from most Catholic countries of Europe. They are so 
treacherous that Spain, Portugal, France or Italy dare not tolerate 
them. They have been three times banished from Rome. And 
yet they live and carry on their damning work in all these coun- 
tries. ‘Three hundred and fifty were in the church of St. Andrea, 
within a stone-throw of the Pope’s Palace! One Father told me 
he had not been in the streets in three months. I asked him why. 
“Qh,” said he, with a Jesuitic smile, “ we are in retirement.” 
(A wonderful banishment, that!) “If I should go into the streets 
the people would stone me.” I offered him the protection of the 
“stars and stripes,” and he went with us to the Quirinal Palace. 
Banished from most Catholic countries of Europe, they come 
here, and, like the vermin of Egypt, sprzad all over the land. 
They are here to-night. They hear me now. They note what I 
say. They are everywhere. They follow, like hunters, the 
tracks of freemen everywhere. They follow Mazzini to London, 
and Kossuth to this country. Seven from Austria, preceded him 
to St. Louis, and stirred up an opposition to him there. They 
go before him and follow after him, and hunt him everywhere. 
He was probably right when he said Catholics consorted with 
Protestants to establish Hungarian Independence ; for it was then 
understood the Pope was on the side of freedom, but no sooner 
had the reactionary movement obtained the Papal sanction, and 
joined hands with Russia, than an influence was sent off to Aus- 
tria and Hungary, which materially changed the aspect of affairs. 
He will find himself sadly mistaken if he relies on Catholic aid 
for any future service, for that church is leagued with despots 
all over the world. The conduct of Catholics towards him here 
should be his warning. Their entire influence is against him. 
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Hear the Boston Pilot on this subject. In its issue of Dec. 27th, 
it says :— 

“ One fact has been made evident within the Jast two weeks. It is that the Irish 
Catholics of America have lost all confidence in Kossuth, if they ever had any. No 
Catholic of the least influence has welcomed him. Archbishop Hughes has expressed 


the thought of the clergy about him. The Catholic papers.are unanimous in rejecting 
him.” 


Again says the Pilot of January 3d. 


“The Catholic body is the only body in America which has refused to welettns Kos- 
suth.” 

“ The determined stand of the Catholics has already produced a satisfactory result. 
The current is setting against Kossuth. The Government is beginning to feel its way 
cautiously.” 


Much more from the Pilot, Freeman’s Journal], and other Ca- 
tholic papers of a similar caste, might be quoted. Let this suf- 
fice. to show Americans what are the sentiments and designs of 
the Catholics. ‘ The determined stand of the Catholics has 
already produced a satisfactory result. ‘The Government is 
beginning to feel its way cautiously !” Very cool! Quite Je- 
suistic! In perfect keeping with the past of that church! And 
yet we are told to be quiet, to utter not a lisp! Our political 
party papers must not utter a word for fear of losing the Irish 
Catholic vote! The Germans are generally better informed. Our 
pulpits must be silent for it would be uncharitable to hint that 
« Protestantism is not declining,” or to oppose a barrier to such 
attempted declination, on the part of the Catholics. I appeal to 
freemen, to the friends of religious liberty, if it is not “ high time 
to awake,” and see how far the “ satisfactory result” of the Ca- 
tholic attempt to make the “ Government feel its way cautiously,” 
has been accomplished. Protestants, read to your children the 
Farewell Address of Washington, and then say, if there is no 
danger from a body whose plans are in secret, whose object is 
the overthrow of Protestantism,—‘ the only hody in America” 

which refuses to honor the nation’s guest !” 

But I approach the end ; and will conclude with brief notices 
of'a few sentences which stand out prominent in the “ beginning 


of the end” of the “Catholic Chapter.” Ihave already noticed 
‘the Catholic claim to this country by right of discovery. The 


Archbishop puts that as a frontispiece upon the title page, and 
5 ‘ 


* 
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thus it-is seen why he “ began at the end” and “ends at, the be- 
ginning.” He says :— 

« But in this title-page and frontispiece of American history, Columbus was not alone. 
His partner in the glory was Isabella, the Catholic the meek, the brave, the enlightened, 
the discreet, the beautiful Queen of Castile and Arragon.” 

Indeed! “The title-page of American history” is Catholi- 
‘cism; ; the frontispiece ‘Isabella, the Catholic!” On that ground, 
what is the title-page of Rome? Heathenism ; and the frontis- 
piece Romulus sucking a wolf! The Heathen have as good 
aright to Rome as Catholics have to America, so. far as this ar= 
gument of the Archbishop goes, and the bronze statue of St. Peter 
should be re-cast back into a statue of Jupiter Capitoline, and 
most of the churches re-dedicated to the gods and goddesses 
of heathenism! Not a very great change !—not much but the 
installation of the ancients names of Vesta, Venus, Juno, Nep- 
tune, Mercury, etc., and a slight change in some of the: forms of 
service!” England must revert to the Scandinavians, and: St 
Paul’s'be dedicated to Woden, Wesminster Abbey to Thor; St. 
Mary’s to Frigga, and so on. Has the Archbishop forgotten that 
* what proves too much proves nothing.” This argument would 
carry the world back to Methuselah, or at least to Noah, and leave 
it there. Catholicism falls under the ban as truly as Protestant- 

‘ism, according to his reasoning. 

Again‘he says, on pages 32, 33. 

“T have reviewed the validity of the imaginary claims on which it is assumed that 
this is a Protestant country—and as yet, I confess, I have not discovered the first fact or 
document which could warrant any man possessed of an ordinary amount of true infor- 
mation, to assume that this is a Protestant more than a Catholic country.” 

To the modest claim that “the great elements of our Institu- 
tions” afford stronger evidence on the Catholic side, being ‘all 
the inventions of Catholics alone,” he adds, ‘that the elements 

‘of nature, earth, air, fire or water, cannot belong to. one denomina- 
tion more than another,”—* and although the fields of the Pro- 
testant proprietors may be more numerous than those of the 
Catholics, still the same dews of Heaven are without discrimina- 
tion.” “ We are, indeed; grateful for your kind offices of good 
neighborhood,’ but, pray, do not require-us to give you thanks for 


‘Heaven’s gifts, which we share in our own tight.” Not: at all, 
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sir, not at all; but we pray you, in return, to show your “ grati- 
tude” for our “kind offices of good neighborhood,” by the ‘ kind 
offices” of your good neighborhood. Can you tell us why your 
church granted to our Charge in Rome the privilege of 
worshipping God as a Protestant, and soon afterwards took it 
away? Will you tell us why no Protestant is permitted to es- 
tablish worship and propogate his sentiments, to exercise religious 
liberty at all in any purely Catholic country—in Italy, Spain, 


Portugal, Mexico, Brazil? My good sir, will you, as a Catholic, 


give the world a proof of your gratitude, that it is more than a 
word—by some of the offices of ‘ good neighborhood” on your 
part. 

I leave the laudation of the Jesuits to pass for all it is worth, 
with a single inquiry concerning the “Jesuit lie” of which the 
Archbishop speaks. If Jesuits always tell the truth how came it 
to pass that the nephew of the present Pope was sent to Rome to 
complain of the Jesuits in the Rocky Mountains for having made 
false returns concerning the conversion of savages, in order to 
draw more money from Rome? If he is not informed on the sub- 
ject, he can probably learn something of it, by communicating 
-with the Bishop of Natchez, who is a Lazarite.; 

I now come to the conclusion, and notice the “ three distinct 
moments of American History” referred to by our erudite and 
patriotic Historian. ‘ The first is, the moment when Washing- 
ton. spontaneously returned his victorious sword to, the civil 
authority. _To my. mind, the annals of mankind, from the very 
origin of time, have. never presented, in the order of merely 
human moral grandeur, a moment or a spectacle more sublime 
than this.” Amen! And when did mere ecclesiastical grandeur 
equal it ?, Did the flight and return of the Pope; the glorious St. 


Bartholemew, or the coup d’ etat of the stripling aspirant of France, 


for which illuminations and’ processions were, got.up and Te 
Deums were chanted at Rome? Did. the Catholic church -ever 


-osay:mass for the peace of Washington’s soul? No matter. . “The 


‘other not less sublime”..was when. ‘two worlds met for the first 


time, and were. introduced to each other . around., the. .cross,” 
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Very good. “ The third was that in which the Queen of Castile 
and Arragon, offered to pledge the precious stones of her crown, 
n order to defray the expenses of his expedition.” Tolerable ; 
seeing his Grace cannot make a picture complete without a 
king, queen, pope, or potentate of some sort. It was certainly 
the best use that could be made of such baubles. But I cannot 
agree that “evenif she was prompted to this by the love of 
souls that might be saved, even though their existence was yet 
doubtful!” was a moment “almost divine!” I think the enthu- 
siasm of the Historian has warped his judgment and carried 
him a little too far for good logic, and the consistency of his 
church. : 

But to the end. _ The rounded period and shout of triumph, 
terminates thus: 

“The sword of Washington is treasured as a precious relic, no less of his patriotism 
than of his bravery. The hilt of such a sword would be fitly gemmed by a jewel onee 
possessed by such a queen—the patroness of Christopher Columbus, The double relic 
would represent two important events connected with American history, and be an in- 


teresting memorial at the same time of the achievements of Washington, and of the mag- 
nanimity and charity of “ Isabella, the Catholic.” 


What an idea! Look at it! Do you see the meaning? It 
needs no Daniel to interpret the dream. The rhetorical gossa- 
mer does not conceal it. The sword of Washington, gemmed\ 
in the hilt with a jewel once possessed by ‘Isabella, the Catho- | 
lic!” Contemplate it. Mark; he does not say Washington 
the Protestant! No; but three times he says, and finally ends | 
the ‘Catholic Chapter in the History of the United States,” with 
* Tsabella, the Catholic.” Look! Catholic gems from the crown 
of Isabella in the hilt ofthe sword of Washington! Then Catho- 
lics may grasp that hilt when the fancy shall take them and 
wield it as they will? The Pope has absolution and a blessing 
for any act of treason that shall glorify the church, for traitors in 
America as for those in France. His dominion is universal. Is 
that the meaning? 

Well, then, if it trust come, let it come; for come it will: the 
sootter the better ; for the warm blood of our patriot sires stil) 
courses in oti veins. This country may as well settle the ques 
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tion if Europe cannot. I thank the Archbishop for the warning, 
for the note of preparation. He has thrown down the glove, and 
called on his followers to rally under the shout of “ Isabella, the 
Catholic.” We take it up, and rallying under the banner of our 
country, shout WasHINGTON AND LipERtyY. 


